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Comparative Study on Distribution of Relative Light Intensity and Yield and
Quality of Red Fuji Apple Trees with Different Numbers of New Shoots

NIU Jun-giangs MA Ming YIN Xiao-ningg DONG-Tie

(Institute of Fruit and Floriculture of Gansu Academy of Agricultural Science Lanzhow Gansu 730070)

Abstract. Comparative study on distribution in relative light intensity and fruit yield, characteristic of canopy space in fruit
yield and quality with the three different shoots amount types of Red Fuji apple trees, with modified spindle shape in
Longdong area. The results showed that the canopy volume ratio of relative light intensity insufficient to 30%) were
32.23%, 24.19%,49.53% and output were 3 195, 1 555 2 098 kg/667m’ in branch amount suitable type, the branch
amount insufficient type, the branch amount excessive type; All quality of fruit in branch amount insufficient type slightly
than the branch amount suitable type, but fruits of two types all were good quality. The optimum branch amount of
canopy structure for good quality and high yield of Red Fuji apple trees were obtained, which were about 84 000/ 667m’ .
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1
Table 1 Pear germplasm rewrds items and evaluation critena
Externa quality Internal quality
Documented project Evaluation crieria ~ Reference species Documented project Evaluation criteria ~ Reference spedes
<230.0
Fruit size/ g 30.0~50.0 Sarcocarp
50.1~100.0 tex ture
100.1~200.0
200.1~300.0
300. 1~400.0
= 400.0
Fruit shape
Flesh
thickness
Stone
cells
Juice
Fruit surface finish
<<9.0
9.0~11.0
Fruit surface cobor Soluble 11.1~13.0
solids 13.1~15.0
content/ %4 >15.0
Apperance < 4.6 10
comprehensive 4.6~5.5 2 Flavor
assessment 5.6~7.5
7.6~8.9
9.0~10.0
Aroma
Pericarp
think ness
5.0 10 s 3
Guality 5.0~6.4 4, 2
ompréhensive 6.5~7.9 1
assessment 8.0~8.9
9.0~10.0

1.4
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( 1), N Table 2 Determination of winter fruit stone cells form o 100g
. . Stone cells ontent
Number 1 Repeat 1 2 Repeat 2 3 Repeat 3 Average
‘ DI 1.29 1.20 1.25 1.25
i D2 1.05 1.06 1.06 1.06
) ) D3 0.74 1.14 0.9 0.94
D4 1.15 1.40 1.28 1.28
’ ’ DS L.03 0.83 0.90 0.93
° 1 D6 0.72 0.56 0.62 0.64
. D7 0.41 0.56 0.49 0.49
D8 1.14 0.72 0.97 0.93
’ ’ ) 0.92 0.69 0.81 0.81
’ D10 0.57 0.53 0.57 0.55
’ o 3
3.1 Table 3 Winter fruit content of stone ells betw een different
3.1.1 treatment analyss of varance table
10 F
. - . Fo.s Fo.ol
R D1~DI10, R Source of variation Freedom  Squares Mean square Fvalue
1 0.01 0.01 0.18 5.12 10.6
4 10
9 1.31 0.15 4.87 3.18 5.35
° 9 0.27 0.03
3.1.2 3 19 1.59
. 4
o 3 Table 4 Winter fruit stone cells in the table to
3 D, 100 2. —16~—20 C compare different treatment o 100g
. 0, 0,
% h . 2 000 r/min 5% 1%
5% of the 1% of the
1 min. 1 000 mL R Treatment No. Average Food taste
dfference difference
800 mL, 1 min 3 min, D4 1.28 a A
( 3 ~4 ) D1 1.25 a A
o b o
D2 1.06 ab AB
’ ° D3 0.94 e AB
. o D8 0.93 e AB
6 ~65 °C 72 h D5 0.93 be AB
2 b °
D9 0.81 ba AB
’ ’ ° D6 0.64 bal AB
3.1.3 10 D10 0.55 od
R . D7 0.49 d
3.1.4 , 10 4
¢ 2. 2 4.1
C 3 , Foo> F=4, 8> Fo.os, 4.1.1 ;
. C 4, ) )
o 4 s , 2 ,
. 0.6 ,
6 . N o
’ O. 01 . 3 b
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Table 5 Winter pear fruit quality characters measured table (in order before and after the comprehensive assessment)
Ap pearance quality Internal quality
Conpre:
Tree Na Fruit  Fruit Appearance Flesh Periarp hensive
Cobr final Solids Stone celks Juice Flavor Internal quality
size/ g shape Fruit finish Texture  thikness thickness quality
adjudication  content amount comments
MMCYD8 133.03 12.98 0.57
MMCYD6  159.5 12.05 0.60
MMCYD1 242.17 12.83 1.02
MMCYD3 170.3 12.58 0.88
MMCYD5 164.27 11.77 0.96
MMCYD2 205.27 11.95 1.20
MMCYD4 301.25 ' 11.98 1.36
6 ( )
Table 6 Winter fruit edge contrast test observation table (in order before and after the comprehensive assessment)
Apperance quality Internal quality
Tree Na Obee rvation Fruit Fruit Appearance Stone  Pericarp Internal Compre
period Color Solids Flesh Juice Flavor hensive
size shape  Fruit finish inal Texture celk  thikness quality
/g aljudication ontent thideness amount comments quality
MMCYD8 2007 171.9 11.6 0.57
2008 175.0 11.64 0.49
MMCYD8&-1 2007 166.9 10.54 0.87
2008 208.0 1031 0.96
MMCYD&2 2007 134.3 10.9 0.92
2008 170.0 11.03 0.64
MMCYD6 2007 168.6 11.15 0.9
2008 170.0 10.45 0.94
MMCYD6-1 2007 152.0 10.9 0.9
2008 220.0 11.0 1.28
MMCYD6-2 2007 144.2 11. 1 1.59
2008 251.0 11.44 0.9
MMCYD1 2007 112.2 9.96 1.55
2008 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
MMCYDI-1 2007 100.3 10.02 0.99
2008 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
MMCYD1-2 2007 180.3 12.53 1.23
2008 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
MMCYD3 2007 111.6 9.63 1.10
2008 125.3 11.12 1.06
MMCYD3-1 2007 115.5 10.23 1.45
2008 123.6 9.98 1.55
MMCYD3-2 2007 87.3 11.32 1.03
2008 102.3 10.98 0.99
MMCYD3-3 2007 86.6 8.95 1.05
2008 98.3 9.75 0.97
MMCYD5 2007 76.6 10.9 0.78
2008 231.0 11.82 1.26
MMCYD5-1 2007 138.8 11.79 0.59
2008 105.8 10.79 0.86
MMCYD5-2 2007 26.5 11.26 1.26
2008 120. 6. 11.46 1.48
:MMCYD1L.MMCYD+1.MMCYDF2 2008 , , .

Note: MMCYD 1, MMC YDI- 1, MMC YDI-2 in 2008 because farmers spray weeds wrong medidne, caising the whole tree dies, without obtaining the data.
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4.1.2 s 2 . ,
T . . 2 a.
4.2 4.3.3 «
4.2.1 , — »
4 10 ,
« — .
» , 4.3.4 2007 ~ 2008 ,
6
, , MMCYDS8 2a R
2a . MMCYDS
4.2.2
’ 5
s 5 ,
(MMCYD8. MMCYD6. MMCYDl. MMCYDS3. s s .
MMCYD5) ¢ 5. .
4.3 ) MMCYDS8 R
4.3.1 3 o, ’
s 3 2 a
( 3 2 [ . (M. ,1991.
Do , [3 . M. , 2005.
[3 . . [J.

52006, 23(1); 133-135.
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Fine Strain Choice Research of Dongguoli

LIU Xiao-li GU Wenryi
(Qinghai Forestry Research Institute. Xining Qinghai 810016)

Abstract; Based on working out Dongguoli stone cell contents and the standard of flesh thickness, adoped visit, on-the-spot
investigation, ways like properties stability observation, by the primary election of excellent individuals, and process
treatment of reselection and final selection, sifting out fruit was better than other plant properties obviously, synthetical
quality reached first-class, stone cell contents were below 0. 59 following, and rich texture.

Key words: Dongguoli;excellent plant;choose
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